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T . * . STATISTICAL REPORT — STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM o A
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. Now t_}ji{; we are inito the third' year of the Student Loan. Program and the second year of L
T the Tmtipb ‘Grant Program, we can begin to get a bit more of an overview, or perhaps a y
" longitudinal view would express it better.. T ' '

~
- .

Table ) s,r‘rov'vsothe 1972-73/§tudent loans broken out by gFa'duate 'gnd undergraduate, collegé- o
" in-state, and state or region for out-of-state. ., o

] - o

- be-expacted. It is undoubtedly mqre'aconomi_c_aix for-the State to proée'ed in_this fashion
+ rafher than try to establish.very expensive programs in various professional areas. .

* -The ,gra@que student as in 1971-72, has a hé'a_vy« perce?ut_ ;ttending out-bf-siat_e‘ which is o N

[+

" .Wit}i‘ the -advent of the Tuition Grant Program, the loan stgtistics appear to:show that’ for
- * undergraduate- students, we'are fupporting out-of-state. undergraduates in larger numbers

R

thaniin-state,-If the taition grant pumbers and:amounts were added. to the'in-staté total, that

. . total.would jump to 1,490 students-for $1,840,282. This clearly establishes the fact that - 3

_- in-state~students_ are helped in laiger numbers than out-of-state.. in “dojlar amounts, the . '

Ty ‘ H %

out-of-state colleges are: considerably more expensive and “therefore, the Targer cost ,
out-of-state- halarices against the larger numbers, in-state so:that. the, dollar difference is
" probably not of major significance. - ' T .
p baby 2 aj 4 lgnl ' - /‘\ i‘,&'i‘ o . T ' N %

L
2 - o

a0 T o, ey e o

.- ® . s . < .
. _Table 11, the 1973-74 August.report, shows the continufng pressure on the loah fund as the
- " reed develops faster than the.size of th§ funds available. The probiem in student aid is that
the need is thare at the start of the schoo! year and funds available |ater in the year.are often
' of limited value as'many students just cannot start without financial aid, Realizing taéi N L
the fact that 20% of the stdents drop out or cancel during the year, we have over-awarde $ N
to elp as many as possible. The results are as listed below; - - . o
.- : - - r :
b .. Total awards made $ 3,355,200.00
. ) Appropriation . 2,952,600.00
- . Over-awarded - 402,300.00 12.0%
" ‘Cancelled to-date - * " 12125000 3.6%

> o ' $ 281,050.00 . | . :

-,
d~

.
Y K . -

"ol r L A . .
" Thy remainder of $281,050 must be cancelled before the first name can be taken off the Vo
waiting list. The waiting list as of August 8, .1973, contaipns 278 student}yvho would be v
awdded $480,300 if funds were available. ' ‘ :

c g ',\, . .
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p B §1973-74STUQENT LOAN PROGRAM ‘ -
Z S g . . < _,Graduate Students Undergraduate Studénts Combmed ’
. CATEGORY L R Now. = % . No. $
;- ] o v " i . ~t 4 4 .
:L P . . . . , ? “‘ , . : &: . R ) ¢ . *
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; . . - ''315. '+ 607800 . 315" . 607 800
NEW GRAD G 188,950 - - 58 - -186,950
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cTOYAL .+ - .7 186 627,650° 1457. 2,606,300 1643 3,233,950
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h L 197 72 we ran out of funds in the mtddle of September. In 1972-73/ thns pornt was,J

reache f’\mlddle of August and in 1973 74 it happened before the end of the priority : :
peruod on May 31, 1973. Heavy volumes of requests usualiy come in durung August afid" o '
Septemb‘ so unless the students decide it rs not worth the paper wprk the magnitude of . ' o ‘
the student need for 1973-74 is yet to be determlned ' ., SR

. . 0 -
; Lo s. o . >k
E3 . 3 . ~

/ This greater pressure is not only more students but also the Jncreased cost of edutation ' o .
' both in and out of state. Table i (p.s), compares the first-three years of the Student Loan -, - -

Program Fhis table shows the nUmber and amount of awards¢ the' average dollar lﬂé and' A "

: the percent increase_in size of Ioans It is np .wonder that the number of students Kave : Lo .

. dropped from 1748 in 1972-73, to 1643 in 1973- 74'when the cost percertt increase-is 19%. '

: The 1971- 72 program was half the size of the other two years so if-the number of student’s

was.- doubled ‘for 1971-72, then th impact of‘ the numerical decrease would be even more -

-apparent and obviously with a \.ost incréase of 32 7% over a two-year penod it coul’d hardly . , B

have been different. The increase in sfudents pplynng is reflected in a\rtrcles in the natlonal .

literature in which they indicate that fhany mlddle class persons are entertng these programs

as they- feel it is thelr tax money and therefore they have ‘some rLght to it. Wnth.tt' result ST
. that these famnlres have reduced their parental contnbutlon toa more comfortable level and o
. feel’less andess the need to beggar themselves to assure an education for thelr children. ’ . .3

I .0

These tables do not reflect the work volume that ina f|nal table, i$ more or less behrnd the

scenes. In 1972-73, the final results show 1748 awards. In actual fact, 2210 awards were

made and 462 were cancelled to leave the table total, In additioft, 3279 transactions were . -

made in marntalnrng the awards. Change of college change in perdods of - ttendance, . -
. cancellation of second semester funds, change in flnancral need, and supplemental requests ‘

are all examples of these transactions. With 3279 tramsactions and 2210 awards made, we

"thus see that 1069 actions had to be taken over and.above the initial awards. In other words,

48.4% of the workload was secondary actions. As near as can be judged, 29.6% *f the

students caused this extra 48.4% of the work. S .
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. COMRARISON OF FIRST THREE YEARSy

. Graduate Stﬁdgnts. . Undergraduate Studerpits

#*
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Combined:

“ Lo s i Ne 8, No. % , No. - $
“ el - 2562717 990 1,346887 1081 1,603,158

18" 582425~ 1562, 2309358 1748 °  2891.683;
S . 186%. 627,650 1457 2,606,300 " 3,233,950 .

*

. r

l' \ " o, ) . P LN (S /_ ) * .
71-72- ’ . : . $2816 & $1360 ‘ $1483

7% - . . 3131 . 1478 0 | .. 1654

A .. SIZEINDOLLAR AMOUNT OF AVERAGE LOAN -

v2 R TR SR * a3, . 1189 1968
' ES #, ‘ ' Yy [] ’ =
e ‘ T e
;';',“ Y ‘ . N . N R
PERCENT@EASE IN SIZE OF LOANS -

“J172107273 - 11.2% L, 8Th 'o11s%
: vee N\ 4

: 9273107374 . - .18% i 21.0% « 19.0%
RN . . . ’ *
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\5, C L STATI'STI(;AL REPGRT ~ TUITION GRANT l{ROGRAM oy
« ’fable IV (p. 7) shows the 1972-73 tultlon gran}s and Table V, the 1973.74 tuition grants - ;

1

One fact is apparent at fhe very starl\he change in the regulatjons requiring the student to
.pay as much s would a studen! attegding a state institution, and .the increase in the&s

‘ fee charges has resulted in a dramatlc decrease in part-time students (135 to 11) as in P

o Cases for évening stud!nts the tultnon grant award is zero or $10 in which case, it costs mort\~

5 . T~ ] .
; . toprocess the award~than the amount of the award itself. . .. s
L * “ - \ ” ‘ ’ ~ ':
—By the start of the secaond ‘Eemester in 1972-73 we had made 919 awardstotaling 818 498

in tuition grants -but due to the natural attr1t|on of wrtlldrawals cancellations, and change

of plans, this was reduced to.738 students and $754 353 by the: tlme the report was drawn e

:: Ao up. o . . - -~ \ : . - . P
g .. ‘ T . - .. i . \ N i ‘ . .

A M The 1973-74'tult|on grant table (V) shows awards_running ahead of last year. As a new N

) program last year, on.campus application for tUItIOlT grants worked very well. Apparently a

Loy , percentage of the students never stop thmk that we: mrght run out of funds and expect to
- register- for, a tuition® grant when' the enroll Theit luck will. be.a matter ,of how many
- apphcatlons come in between the 'mi dle of August and the middle of Sﬁember The |
“* pressure on the tuition grant funds $eems "to be developlng a little later, more like the loan
4 funds in 1971-72 when it was Septemb r before the funds ran out & i

. * \
The mcrease in tuition at Sheldon Jackso#Jumor College (and up to a more reasdonable
leve‘l) ‘makes the compar'son of Tables IV andiV in dollar amounts, somewhat ambiguous.

I

Some students quallfied for both tuition grants and student loans (primarily married) so
that' we find 7. 5% of Alaska- Methodist students and 8.7% of Sheldon Jackson students

' recewlng both. Of course there is no forgiveness on the loan which balances out the already
forgiven tuition grant.

e o

- - ( *
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\ . \.
. . [ ° s
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= J ) ‘TABLE IV, e C
R ‘ 497273 TUITION GRANTS
g . ‘/:ull-T.ime Students = Part-Time Students Combined
. ) : {Summer School & Mixed) ’
s :Category— R I © No.. $ No. $ No. $
i AMU *Graduaté‘Students 13 16,800 25 8,291 38 25,091

'AMU Undergraduate Students 477 ;592.900‘ -85 37,550 5.62 630,450
. AMU-TOTAL 490 609,700 110 45841 600 655,541
S e ‘

. $JC+ Undergraduate Students* 113 93,925 25 4,887 . 138 . 98,812
RN v
¢ \COMBINED.TOTALS 603 703,625 135 50,728 738 754,353
B * ° h .'-.. ’ -
TABLEV |
</ N
i
o R 197374 TUITION GRANTS )
K r ' / ~ ’
. \ Full-Time Full-Time\ Part-Time Part-Time . .
* . Giaduate Undergraduate  Graduate Undergraduate  Combined
No.,$ "No. & | No. $ No. % No. $
: / . \\‘\ o ’ E
3 1 | .

AM Renewal 2 2,sqo 188 ;258,300 4 100 3878 197 262078
: AMU Frosh N - 57 77,700 - - - - 57 77,700
< . ! -

. AMU Other - 1’ 1,400 43 581000 1 20 3 1 510 48 60,030
< AMU Late 1 1,400 106 144200 1 20 4! 730 112 146,350
. 'AMU Total * 4 i.soo 394 538300 * 6 140 10 12,118 414 546,158 .
: . . ‘ . .

 SICRenewal « - - 19 - 20520 - - ¢ 1 270 20 ° 20,790

© SJC Frosh - 23\ 24,480 - - - - 23 . 24,480

SJC Other, - - 0800 - - -. - 10 10,800
‘ SICLate - - - . 40 ' 42,740 - - - .. 40 42,740
SICTotal L~ - - 92 98540 - - 1 270 93 ’9&1810“
* -Grand Total 4 5600 486 636840 '6\‘140 11 2386 507 644968
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. REPORT ON THE SURVEY OF 1972-73 LOAN\RECIPIENTS -
.+ In the. spr;ng;of 1973, ail loan holders were marled an evaluataon form (see appendax) No -
srgnature was ftequested. Student response was as follows: . L -
) 197172 ¢ . 107273
i Cdpstate fesponses - 44.3%  28.3% -0 i
: g .Out:state responses o 568.7% ° - 4B.0% e = :
: Total responses . .46.8% . 39, 1%‘ . ) f
- . » . . . N
Last year 11% more out-of-state students responded thén did- an-sLte students Thrs year . N
‘was’ 2b%1more outoof-state students than in-s tate i , NESRN :
R WA $ : : -“ i
by 8 F
;o While ' he*overall number (eplymg was safasfactory for. \t«hrs type of survey, | am_ puz. 2dby f . s
{ the: lower -in:state response Do they take it mors, for granted or rs lt just due to h\gher g t \
outsrde costs that those students are more appreciative?. That questaon ‘mark is as close as i - - ) ‘
‘ can come 62 good guess as to the reason. - : ! X R L
: < ‘ .- k = ." "‘ . e ;:
. . The Class Standangs (Table VI) has no surprrses but do /es confrrm the need for Alaskans to ek
Wi raduate study out-ofstate. ., - ‘. VA . . .
- . T ' ! a e
4 . N . .
‘L, & N TABLE Vl. K - . '
~ « D . .
. * - . STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM . e
o : 1972-73 : '- oL T,
h s - l - \ . A
! © CLASS srmomo ' ’ IR
- 4 - \ . L
! ) v Out-of-State In-State _ Total ) o
\ N 3 . . % % . % .
) ” \ . . - \\ . .‘ /.
’ ) N \ L - - }
FRESHMAN\. T 24.6 - 22\ 40 - "
SOPHOMORE .~ b 25.7 26.6\. 26.0 .
g JUNIOR_ - ‘ RN 184\ 28.4 21.8 e
v, SENIOR . $ 87 % 10.9 9.4 -
GRADUATE " v 14.6 3.5 10.9 .
VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL STUDENTS 7.5 66 7.2
NO REPLY ) .5 13 7
: ) 0T : LY LS e
. TOTAL . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% . v
NUMBER - . 451 - 229 680 Ny
s . - { . ~ . . ‘
. D N .
.0 N : 3 iz :
‘; . . ) ’ :‘ t‘/ ’” . x " - ;
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o I(\ Table Vil, we find that the bachelor's degree is the one sought fbf over 70% of the.

respondents

B
. .
8 3 , .
. , .o
° BN
R X . ]
»

TABLE VI

' DEGREE OR DIPLOMA WORKING TOWARDS

%

Out-of-State

In-State

%

\DOCTORA*EZ . T e 109

“-MAS. ERS’

. -BACHELORS .- -
- ASSOCIATE
CERTIFICATE OR DIPLOMA -

NO REPLY

" TOTAL .

~ 3.3
. 70.3
7 ' 20

- ] .8;0

Y

¢ .
. ~ *NUMBER - A 1
. ., >
t . . .
’ v Y
° ) o «
MY
.‘ . s
'. -" <
f%.y - \ . P
e ..rl & >
. - R
» .
; , S o~
> 8 0 gt
b3
H -':“ ' 8y
PN .
< ("S‘
* -
N .
-
AN
.
—_—— "
~
P ' .
~ >
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Table Vlll shows the dollar amount of the loans held. interesting to note is that only 11.9%
obtain the maxumum $2500 and the bllk of these were out-of-state students. This probaﬁiy
reflects that wnth a short supply of money, we have been as, hard~nosed as the informati
on the appllcatlon permits in- makmg our awards. .. ° .. - - .
' - 0 M L . a’é
P * d t ‘ z s
TABLE Vil |

L , / OUT-OF-STATE .. INSTATE COMBINED ;
. I« ~ Under- - Urider- Unde- {
. ‘Grad. grad.-  Total Grad.  grad. Total Grad.  grad. Total
Dollars /* % % % % % % %y % % :
. / R - — .
$ 100500  -0- 33 3.3 4 " 127 1t * 2  e5- 67 -
1:$ 501-1000 .7- ° 151 158 " .4 254 25.8 6 185 191
$1001-15000 .9 162 170 . 9 235 204 9 187 19.6 "
$1501-2000 16 188 20.4 9 249 258, 13, 209 222
_ $2001-2450 11 148 159 " .4, 44. 48 9. 113 122 .-~
$2500 77 146 . 153 0 ., 52 5.2 4 115 119
$2501-3000 © 11 ¢ -0- 1l 9 0-, 9 10 ° 0 1.0 ;
$30013500 9 O 9 1 .0, 0 0~ 6 0 6
. -$3501-4000 . 1.8 -0- rsg, o ., 0 _ -0 12 - 12
$4001-4500 3.8 0-. 38 gc ¥ -0 -0- 25 -0- 2.5
$4501-4950 1.1 -0- 11 . - -0- By A R
- 95000 ° 7 -0- 7 &9 . 0 -0- "4 -0- 4
NOREPLY 4 24 28 s T & "3+ 16 19
M - : .‘. ! - & & . :v
*TOTAL . 14.8%  852% 100.0% 39% / 96.1% 1000%  11.0% 89.0% - '100.0%
NUMBER - 66 385 451 . 9 220 T. 2297 75 605 680,
- / - . - A . H >
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An atiempt was made in Table 1X to toliect the students’ estimate of wnat percent of total

educational expenses was covered by their loans. The results . appeaf contaminated by |

. conf\usmg total -educational expenses with the allowable jtems bty a nercentage of the
‘ students Even 50, the bulk of the students 176.4%) list the ioan as covem'g fre m*21% to
) 80% bf their expenses which i about what, one wouid hope for. It does show a c0nstderable

. number of stddents makmg an effort above the minimum. ! am defining minimum effort as
the-difference between total educstional expenses and the allowable |temswh|ch nationally -

is about 30%. . ) )
) : . .TABLE IX ' ) LT
o+ v : Q‘ ) ’
- :/ »
) WHAT PERCENT OF THE TOTAL EDUCATIONAL cosrs.~ e
a . 'DID YOUR 72:73 LOAN COVER?
E . ' - . ' ¥ ' .
¢ %7 & . PERCENT COVERED -, OUT-OF-STATE IN-STATE ,TOTAL-—
: ) : : ) - _ % TR
o -120 =87 - 57, > 87
2i40 . S B 2 . 2237 21.9
4160 - - .+ 348 226 g 308
6180 ° & 235 . 20 23.7
81-100 : 10.0 - 223 141
NO REPLY : 42 ¢ ¥ 7. 31 * 38
. TOTAL e 100.0% — © 100.0% 100.0%
- NUMBER as1, 229 '680

s -
3 LAY 4 7

-
-

Table X {p. 12) explored the questton of how the'students made up the difference between
educational costs and their loan. ‘Again, some mixture cause%\by those who did not
distinguish between total educational expenses and the allowable items (tuition, fees, room
and board, and books). As the entries on this table are Aot individual students, but sources

of help, many who answered listed more than ciegg» ce.

Frdn

-

It is clear that_ self-help (summer work, part-time work, etC;‘). was the largest source used to
b batance -the budget. Parental help was a strong second and except for one entry under
*scholarships, no other item reached two digits. J

3 ’ . - o~

~y ~

11
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HOW DID YOU MAKE UP THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
LOAN AWUNT AND THE TOTAL EDUCATIONAL COST s?

N

outT-o F-STATE

120 - 2140 4180
% . % . %'

SELF L 183 - 222 - 7.9

PARENTS . © : .38 32
<BIA -~ . 7 9 ©2

SPOUSE - ;,;'_;. : "9 4

. VA ” 6, . 1.3 1.0
-OTHER LOANS: . 20" 29 .4

;scuomasmps,c 5. 39. 1.0

'OTHE# FEDERALAID . 20 2

“TOTAL | - - 402 419%  14.3%
‘Numw* ) 287 \ .98

IN-STATE
* SELF ! 20.7°
_ PARENTS . W9 5.6
BIA ] 4
SPOUSE _ . 1.1
VA , ) . 3.2
OTHER LOANS . 20 |

SCHOLARSHIPS . 2.5
OTHER FEDERAL AID . 1.1

w»

TOTAL . ) 365% ©15.4%
Number * 104 - . » 44

COMBINED

SELF ,' 5 - 218

PARENTS . 7.1 .
BIA ¢ 7 N . 1.2
SPOUSE - 9 . . 2.8
VA . 19 6 ¢ . 4.2
OTHER LOANS . 2.7 . : 5.3

I

[N

. l b

SCHOLARSHIPS . 35 T9. . 9.7 {f
f
I

L

OTHER FEDERAL AID . . 18 . 30 |

, —— —————

TOTAL . T 405%  40.4™ 14.6%  4.5% 100.0%
Number * ~ 393 391 Jaz 970

¢ " o« b -
“Student can report more than one source
e )

3




’ "-.n r»estsmatmg athe problems accruung to a student when his check was late, it would - :
appear that n\ol everybody callgd s (some days it seemed like it). The ‘base. problem in the f;g-\' :
cfirs€, Semoster was the.new, comptiie? and: when ‘the backlog was cleared from the computer % “?‘;, ‘3

_ all at once lt stlll createda cleglcal work flow problem of considerable magnitude to get tl‘?g
: ,_warrants to tlxe swdenla Jhe: secongfterm checks showed a marked improvement which was

Do sagn io us; ‘that-the; pmr:edures jolng,y dﬁweloped between the financial aid office and the

: ,_;Dep;rtmant of Eﬂucahons fa:gﬂ °sect|on were baslcally sound; The reason the tables are by

; \'Iesome idea of checkhehvery to those who were late in applying-or

“'ate' ma'ge!tlng -an ‘awar 3 1) though; the students do not distinguish in all

es;:bet w;en\ late xaward and late arrival. Sorhe o™e late arrivals second term were caused

hy:21 on-relum of tﬁa record ‘of disbursement arid rexeipt form from the first term as no
PR 'further heck fcan be issued wnthout the college s certification of fuli-time enrollment in

tAé;.e Xi

" ARRIVAL OF FIRST TERﬁ CHECKS - OUT-OF- STATE

¥
. NOV. & N
‘CHECKS JULY ° AUGUST . SEPT.  OCT. LATER. TOTAL
. ; _ % % % C %, % %

Ol TIME 57.1 521 sz 50. 66.7 . 500 54.3
MEWHAT LATE . ' 319 302 5 . 133 304 315

EKTREMELY LATE 91 156, ¥ 95 -+ 133~ -161 115
REPLY - .19 2.1 0/ ‘6.7 3.6 "2.7

* TOTAL 100.0%  1000%  100.0% - 100.0%' 100.0% _ 100.0%

-

NUMBER 210 .96 74 .15 - 56 451

>

>

~ . €
ARRIVAL OF FIRST TERM CHECKS - IN-STATE
4_) ', .
ON TIME 46.0 345 439 ~ 333 ° 522 428
SOMEWHAT LATE 424 39.7 386 66.7. . 19.1 393
. EXTREMELY LATE . 5.8 156 * 105 -0- 95" 9.6
NO REPLY . 58 10.3 © 70 -0- 19.1 8.3
) 3
TOTAL _ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% . 100.0%

NUMBER . - 87 . 58 57 - 6 21 229

i ‘
//‘

iv
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TABLE Xil

‘e

ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECK OuUT- OF-STATE g

’ . Lo NOV.&. -
- “CHECKS - JULY - AUGUST . SEPT.- OCT. . LATER - TOTAL
- - ~ - % % % % C %

ONTIME ' 80.
1

0.5 83.3 .3 . 57.1 76.7.
SOMEWHAT LA 1.9 12,5 5.4 161 . , .-111
EXTREMELY 5.7 2.1 6.8 7 . 36 . 49
NO REPLY 1.9 - 51 17.5 . 23.2 73

0.0

10

FOTAL 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% - 100.0% . 100.0% . 100.0% '
NUMBER' 2 % - 74 15 56 451

~ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECK - lN-STATE

.ON TIME 82.8 96.6 ) 86.0 ‘ 100 0 . 429

SOMEWHAT LATE ‘ 81 . . .34~ ~ 18 “0- -

EXTREMELY LATE 23 -7 -0- 1.8 0=, ©0- 8
\" "NO'REPLY" . 6.8 ‘ 0- - 10.4 Q- -« 476"

\ TOTAL . . 100.0% 100.0%- 100.0% 100.0% 100 0%
NUMBER 87 58 . 57 6 /21

-

T‘ables Xl ana X1V (p,15) explored the number of days late the warrants were received. Not much
pattern js apparent, except Alaska LCcheck delivery appears slower than to the “lower 48," but this may
not be the problem | because therg.ﬁ's no way to match delivery with actual mallmg dates.

TABLE X1t

/

NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF FIRST TERM CHECK :'OUT-OF-STATE

* .
‘ ' v + NOV.& L
CHECKS JUuLY AUGUST  SEPT OCT. LATER TOTAL -

% . % : "% * % % %

ONTIME L 57.1 52.1 500 - . "~ 50.0 54.4
LATE- 1 WEEK ™ 7.3 , 12.2 . 8.9 6.0

TE - 2 WEEKS . 13.3 17.7 9.5 : " 125 13.1

TE - 3 WEEKS 8.6 125 8.1 . 12.5 9.8
LATE - 4 WEEKS 1.0 -0- -0- : -0- ) 4
LATE ~OVER 4 WEEKS 1.4 1.0 0- -0- | .8
NO REPLY 16.2 94 20.2 19. 16.1 15.5

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% ., 100.0% . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
NUMBER 210 9% ° 74 15 56 451

NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF FIRST TERM&HECK fN-STATE

;)
ONTIME 46.
LATE"- 1 WEEK : .
LATE - 2 WEEKS 11.

6 34.5 4
6
1
LATE - 3WEEKS 4.
-6
3

" 69
10.3~

3.9 + 33.3 52 3
35 -0- , -O-
7.0 0 -0-
8.8 -0- . 48
LATE -% WEEKS 1.8
LAFE - OVER 4 WEEKS i ) 7.0 .0- 4.8
NO REPLY 20.6 . 28.0 16.7 38.1

~ TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
87 58 57 -6

s 8

“ 18

50.0 -0-
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'1971-72 and 19 72-73. 1t is obvious that the

dramatic |mpro}/ement getween these twp years (except when contaminated for first term%by .f‘
computer problems). ) / v
.o " .. TABLEXV . .
. * 4 . . .. N . N . s .
' COMPARISON OF STUDENTS’ RATINGS CONCERNING . . :
»  ARRIVAL OF SECOND TERM CHECK FOR 1971-72-& 1972-73 ‘ N
o . f . ‘ \
‘97172 - . - % CUM.%| 197273 T % cumw.
TIMELY 541 541 ONTIME . 861, 861 ;
NOT TOO BAD 370 91.1 \ SOMEWHAT LATE * 99 960 °
SO LATE IT CAUSED y ' Co ;
FINANCIAL HARbSH_IP 8.9 1000 EXTREMELY LATE -4,0 100.0
- N 3 ‘ :
/ N - :,
® . i . , o
SRV & y

_In Table XV, we comp?re the students' ratings concerniﬂng the arrival of the sécqn‘d te}m check_ in o ﬁ
%orts put into upgrading the delivery system had,a :

N - . ' N p{ ) 1 %
T ’ N . B - : : ' ' i
YT - TABLEXIV . : )
/\/ - -NUMBER OF DAYS LATE OF SECONDTERM CHECK - QU -OF- STATE i
et ’ L. 3 . , o . Y a
L . » G ! NOV. & o
cnecxs- ) JULY  AUGUST SEPT.  OCT. LATER . TOTAL 0
DR R W % % % 4
5 . C . . - . . . e &l
d ONTIME | © 805 83.3 "70.3 86.6- 57.1 6.7
L © LATE=1WEEK 14, 31 14 0- ' 18 18
: LATE-2WEEKS, . ; , 38 6.3 27 € 36 4.0 :
LATE - IWEEKS * 5 -0 14, -0 - 36 9 7 -
LATE -4 WEEK 14 3.1 27° - 67.. 0 2.0 .-
LATEZOVERAWEEKS 10 = -G . - 0 o 0- 4
NOREPLY ~ | *. 114 42 *215 .67 , 339. 14:2
‘ToTAL - ' 100.0% . 100.0% -100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
;o NUMBER 210 . % 74 . .15 56 451 "L
3} . . , . . %ﬁ‘ .-:9.,.‘5. . o o . ‘ . *:
: . \
f e NUMBER OF DA\(s LATE OF SECOND TERM CHECK - msmrs _ :
. . ~ v -
: g ON-TIME. . 32.5-' . 966 860", 1000
* LATE-TWEEK .. o 12 © 0-- 0. 0 ’
[ et LATE:2WEEKS® ° 35 '1.7 35 . 0
LATE - 3WEEKS - 0 0 0 EL0. o
. LATE-4WEEKS - / ' . 12 s Q- TR0 ool
. LATE- OYER 4WEEKS * 1.2 B S AR
NOREPLY - 10.1 1.7 105 7% -0
. . L . . ) : Lt . . , - R .
TOTAL. /T 1000% - 3000% - 1000% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% i° .
NUMBER . | .- 87 .58 57 6 .~ 2P 239° v
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to make out.

L} by -
¢

»
¢
. B

_ : .

. TABLE XVII

Intérestingly enough in Table XVI, when we asked about -the hardship caused by late delivery, it
- appeafs: that the percent saying “no .hardship”' is significantly higher than one would expect.in terms )

¢ of .the percent reporting late checks. Thé coping procedures reported in the explanation section in
App'endii B give some hint that the students caught between big govemme_n't and big schools contrived

‘ : ..  TABLEXVI
? , . N N ‘_ [ : *
. s, WHAT HARDSHIP WAS CAUSED BY THE FIRST TERM CHECK?
i 3 o ' s
OUT-OF -STATE AN-STATE TOTAL
L, %, ' % : % , -
A ) , ' ' . . . , [y , .
: NONE . y. 623 68.7- 64.4"
S - .ALITTLE "= - N- 244 218 235
S. . . ALOT - ST X 2N 39 46
SR " DISASTER 9 . 4 27
L NO REPLY *7.5 5.2 6.8
P ‘ TOTAD . B 1000% 100.0% 100.0%
‘ : NUMBER R 451, ' 229 680 -
~ v ‘ ) o . ..\ \Z‘t:

.In Table XVII, we asked the ex_fgnt to, which the students were satisfied with the delivery pf the
checks. While on.hardship they rated “none” as rather high, thé overbaI] “very well satisfied" was below
the.first term arrival percent and vastiyw-below .ti'le second’term arrival. It mady reflect 'not!n‘hg other
. , than the comparison between rating on a five-;g:oint versus a three-point schedule. if that is so, then the
'tgp fwo categories on the scale closely ap'pro%‘nmate the se'_t:ond term rating on arri{va\.

[y

\

. “ J :
. ‘ 4 Yoo
| L . TO WHAT EXTENT WERE YOU SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED  ;*
| \ WITH THE DELIVERY OF THE CHECKS?
/ o ’ - e :
: OUT-OF STATE IN-STATE COMBINED
a \ Cum. " Cum. Cum
No. % % No. % % No. % %
VERY WELL SATISFIED 207 459 459 88 384 384 295 434 434
WELL SATISFIED 132 293 752 8 . 37.6 760 218 321 755
HALF & HALF ‘61 135 887 37 162 922 98 144 89.9
SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 29 64 9.1 16 70 99.2 .45 66 965
MUCH DISSATISFIED - 13 - 29 980 1. .4 996 14 * 20 985
NO REPLY 9 20 1000 1 4 1000° 10 1.5 100.0
TOTAL (percent) ©1000% . /00.0% ., 100.0%
451 229 ‘ 680

.\ NUMBER

.,




- f{hrs year we agalnuasked for the e)ftent to which the students wer,e satrsfred or drssatrsfred with the
{  student joan program. The. answers axe reflected; in Table XV for 1972-73, and in Table XIX
.- comparing 1971 72 with L972-73 In spite of the check deller problems. the loan, program is rated _ o
: very: hrghly byrthe student\wrth only .8 of, 1% rating in the bottom two categories, or conversely ;

. 97.6% in the top three. in the comparison in TaBte X1Xof 1971-72 versus 1972-73, we are pleased to
\? - note a substantral increase in satisfaction ratmgs There were 53.4% to 68.3% for “very well satisfied"
which is. most” rewardmg to heir after a hard /year 's work and the cumulative percent for the top two

P

< categorres from 91 3% to.96 3% is also. / . .o ~ 7
o B T
E‘ '_ . * : / ¢ [ , ~
; S / TABLE Xvill Y
Lo T TOWHAT E)ef ."}'WEREYOUSATISIFEDOR DISSATISFIED .
P e WITH ESTUDEM' LOAN PROGRAM? = ¢
& "// " ou/'r.or STATE ¢ IV srATr;-: © COMBINED
ya S e N/ 3 Cum. ° o ' Cum. ) 7 €um.
_ ’ ST o.. %. % No. % Y} % No.* % %
) ' : . .o - i . . .
VERY- WELL SATISFIED” /324 7L, & 718" 133 ‘681 581  457. \67.2 672 | ¢
WELL SATISFIED - /107 231 955 80. 349 930 . 187 275 947
. HALF & HALF w7 36 97, 13 57 987 200 29 976
. . .SOMEWHAT.DISSATISFIED 3 §.7 978 1 4 91 | 4 6 982 :
ﬁ““ MUCH DISSATISFIED ~/- .1 %.2 980 '+ -0- -0-- 99.1 1 2 984
- NOREPLY : o 20 1000 - 2 .9 100.0 11, .16 100.0 - :
TOTAL (percent) / 1000 #- . 100.0 . 1000 -
 NUMBER - , . 451 - 229 , 680 :
", ° , \ » - . . .
o0 . ,‘ : L c/, o . ,q . \ . . §
e B Y / L k - o
. . . . o y A%
Y S /@ o ‘JH‘ABLEXDy -
. y COMPARISON OF STUDENTS’ RATINGS CONCERNING
- - SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION WITH THE
. / -~ STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM -
.. '/’/ ) Ty ) : i R . .
1971-72’ . % Cum. % © . 197273 %  Cum.% :
VERY WELLSA,TISFIED 534 534 \ 683, .683 .
WELL SATISFIED 379 913 , 280 ° 963-
HALF & HALF 6.7 980 30 993
MUCH DISSATISFIED T4 994 . . 6 999
" VERY'MUCH DISSATISFIED .6 100‘0 .1 100:0 _
" Major fields of study, explanation of effect of late checke,.and comments are found in Appendices A, "
/ B,andC. . ) )
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1972-73 was the first year of the Tuition Grant Program so there will not be as yet the cross -

. ) ¢ D
REPQR(T OF TUITION GRANT PROGRAM SURVEY 197273

e

comparlsons that are reflected in the Student Loan Pregram

I -

’ R .

Class Standmgs as in Table XX are not very meamngful for cross comparison:betwéen a two-year and a

four-year college nor is Table XXI on Degree Enrolled For. As bne would expect, the majority are

working towards the degree most commonly offered. Those indicating bachelors in the~two~year
\

school; are uridoubtedly in the, transfer prograrﬂ

SENI
UATE
NO REPLY

TOTAL -

NUMBER

.

ASSOCIATE .
BACHELORS
GRADUATE

' NO REPLY

TOTAL.
NUMBER

$

FRESHMAN
SOPHOMORL-.
’ JUNIOR

)

TABLE XX
‘ CLASS STAQMNG
Alaska- Methodlst Umversn‘y o
Fdiltime Parttime Total °
% e - %
. 232 1.1 24.3"
. 26,6 0 26.6
266 - 22 & 28.8°
119 1.7 13.6
1.1 34 4.5
2.2 -0 2.2
91.5% '8.5% " 100.0%
162 % 15 177
« TABLE XX
' DEGREE ENROLLED FOR
Alaska Methodist University -
Full-time Part-time .Total -
% % % '
1.1 -0- 1.1
86.6 5.6 ‘92,2
Il - ‘. 3.9
2.8 -0- 2.8
91.6% 8.4%\ 100.0% *
162 15 177
# ! . L 22
18

°

.
* . »

Sheldon Jackson College °

Full-time Parttime Total

% = Yo %

542 -~ .42 ‘583"

25.0 o0- 25._0

-0- -0- 0.
0 7 42 <, 4.2’

. -0- .2 4.2

P

o
@i

12.5% 3 100.0%

87.5%

2 ., 3 24
Sheldon Jackson College
Fulltime Parttimé Total

% » % . %!
75.0 a2 79.2
12.5 2 '16.6
-0- - 42 . ;4.2
-0- 0- \o-
87.5% -~ 12.5% '100.0%

21 . 3 . 24




"Table XX1i shows that the majority had no Alaska studenx loans prior to 1972-73. )
L . s ) b /
o e | TABLE XX1I
f ' E&f/ - - )
i
T ' ALASKA STUDENT LOANS .
, D ’ ' (prior to 72-73) - E
I s - . .\:
- . . y - >
. . ’ Alaska Methodist University idon Jackson College . \ :
) . . Fuljtime Parttime Total Full-time Parttime Total . :
P - % . % % . % % %
 NONE KL e 780 ¢ 79 81.9 875 = 125 100.0
ONE YEAR 8.5 -0- 8.5 -0- Q0- 0- . ;
TWO YEARS 2.2 0 22 ., -0- -0- -0- U
-, THREE YEARS 6" -0- .6 " -0- 0 o -0-
>< " NO ,REPLY . N 6?2‘ . .6 6.8 ¢ S -0- 0-
‘- TOTAL 91.5%  8.5% 100.0%  87.5%  125%  -100.0%
{ NUMBER‘ 162 15 ©177 21 3 24
o , :
While Table XXIi1 explores pnor Alaska tuition grants (whlch was really a tuition equalization plan
under an earlier law), we find the bulk of the current tuition grant holders were not under this earlier
program. In fact. some. of rthe Sheldon Jackson College responses may be in error as the earlier l
program was in 1970-71. ' . 3

TABLE XXIiil

ALASKA TUITION GRANTS
(prior to 72-73)
Alaska Methodist University Sheldon Jackson College
,Full-time Part-time Total Full-time Parttime Total

' "% © % % v oo %
H .
S N ] | ‘ %\ . . .

NONE 796, | 68 . 864 583 12.5 70.8
ONE YEAR 102 ' 17 1. 8.4 o 8.4
NO REPLY 17 - 1. 20.8 0-. 208
TOTAL . “ols%  8.5% 100.0%  87.5%  12.5% -. 100.0%
NUMBER 1 15 177 21 3 24
\
- \
- l‘g 3 {




i - In Table XXIV, we find 3 high m}ajority who have never obtained a prior loan from federal or other

' NONE

-
-

¢

TABLE XXIV

~

STUDENT I.OANS FROM

FEDERAL OR OTHER SOURCES

| “(prior to 7273)
Alaska Methodist University
7 Fulltime 'Pag-timo ~ Totsl
gl

793
118

6.3

)
Shekdon Jackson College

Fulltime Part-time  Total
% . %

833
84

750
42

- NO'REPLY

ONE YEAR
! " TWO'YEARS - - "5, . . 5.6 - 42 - 42
i ,THREE YEARS L : ) 1.1 0: 0-

’ 22 . 42 4.2

1000% 87.5%  125%  100.0%
177 21 3 o

., '§‘ﬁ“

TOTAL .

91.5% 8.5% °
* NUMBER -

J62 15

- In survey returns with smail samples, Table XXV indicates’ the typacal problem- that results as the

number -responding-to *‘did you receive ‘an Alaska student loan in 72-73" is considerably higher (7.5%
to 13.6% ‘for AMU) than those actually rccowing both, which | suppose might indicate that those
ucuving both, realized the value to them and ‘therefore a larger percont respondod

. @ ’ ' '

TABLE XXV

' DID YOU RECEIVE AN ALASKA STUDENT LOAN FOR 72737

A
Alaska Metliodist University - Sheidon Jackson College
Full-time  Part-time /‘roul Full-time Parttime Total
% % /% . % % %

/

: /
762 8.5 847 91.6
13.6 -0- / 4.2

4.2

79.1 12,5
4.2 0-
4.2 -0-

NONE
YES )
NOREPLY . 17

1135
0. L 17

1, /
9L5%  85%
162 . 15

100.0% 87.5% 12.5% 100.0%
177 21 3 24

TOTAL
NUMBER

%, A&
20%




- ’ o .
Wnth Table XXVI, ‘we tabulated the percent of total educational.costs that were covered byigthe tuition L
grant, Thl 54,2% that reported answered 40% or less. In-the student loan survey oft this same

. Guestion, only 27.6 reported 40% or less covered Some apparentfy confused total expenses with
> -tumon otherwnse they could ot have answered as they dnd oot w

~
H . . :

. . ) . !
. : ' TABLE XXVi

1

© | V{JHAT PERCENT,OF YOUR TOTAL L EDUCATIONAL COSTS DID

raf YOUR 72737V ITION GRANT QOVER? '
,‘A " N .f
: L Aluka Methodist Unmnpty . Sheldon Jackson Collqe .
i Percent . . Fulitime ~Parttime Total Fulltime, Parttime Total”
: + -Coversd % % % . % % 7 %
= Qe e .
SRS ’ . -
S 120 - . - 23 0 23 . 167 -0- 16.7
- 21-40 29.4 6 300 375 0. - 3715
. 41-60 243 6 249 . 83 0. 83
- 61-80 23.1 28 259 4.2 0- 4.2
81-1007% . 28 3.9 6.7 8.3 12.5 20.8
NO REPLY 9.6 6 10.2 12.5 0- 12.5
TOTAL 91.5% 8.5% 1000%  87.5% 12.5% 100.0%
NUMBER 162 15 177 21 '3 24

The difference between tuition grant amount and total educational costs is explored in Table XXV1I
(p. 22). We flﬂd some differences here when compared to student loan recipiepts. While over 50% of
support came for “self" for student loan holders, only 26.6% (AMU) and 13.6% {S.!C) came from this *

- source. The student loan<holders. show self, and parents as the major factor but in the tuition grant, it
shows BlA assistance in second place for AMU and first place for SJC. It would seem to indicafe that
- both these schools are doing an excellent jO'b of recruiting the native students.




TABLE XXVil
. :

\ o W
_ HOW DID YOU MAKE UP THE QIFFERENCE BETWEEN TUITION GRANT R
: " AMOUNT AND YOUR TOTAL.EDUCATIONAL COSTS? v T
. ALASKA METHODIST UNIVERSITY: : o
: (Full-time) e Cy L
. ~SOURCES . Y120 2150 . 4160°  61&Over TOTAL®
. % % % "% % - R
" SELF, - . N _ 103 10.8° 40 7 ‘14 26.6 .
PARENTS_ ' 40 . 49 - 27 - 1.8 . 134 ;
SBIA T 4 49 . 68 3.1 1820 - L
SPOUSE - . 4 1.8 4° -0- 26 S
VA .9 27 0 = 0 - 36 - cu
:  STATE LOAN. . 9 22 22 -0 ©~ 83wl %
! OTHER LOANS - ‘3.6 81 14 -0- 131 -7 -7~
.. SCHOLARSHIPS: 27 54 0 0 8.1
_+ OTHER FEDERALAID 17 4.5 o0 -0- 12.1 . :
© TOTAL . . 509% - 453%  17.5%  6.3% 100.0%
: T S . _ . ;
NUMBER**- .69 101 "3 . 14 223 Y C
**Mo}é tuan one source could be checked by sfudent ’
SHELDON JACKSON COLLEGE :
. _ (Full-time) . s
SOURCES ' 120 2140 °© ‘4160 618Over TOTAL
. ) X % . % % % ~ ' % N
- 1 'Q{' 4 . .
SELE . -0- ©136° 0 . «0- . 136
" PARENTS 0 0- 46 S Q- . 46
"BIA ' - 46 46 - 46 13.6 273+
SPOUSE . ‘ R ¢ SR 2 -0- 46 . . 46
VA . ~ -0- 0 9.1 < 0- 9.1 ...,
STATE LOAN | ' Ty 0- 4.6 0- 46 Ty
OTHER-LOANS -0- 0- 0- 0- " 0- .
SCHOLARS!IPS 136 4.6 4.6 0- 227 v
- OTHER FEDERALAID 9.1 46 0 0- 13.6
TOTAL. | . 27.3% 27.3% 27.3% 18.2% 100.0%
. .
NUMBER** 6 6 6 4 22
**More than one source could be checked by student . : ﬁi ‘ -
+ . l
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Table XXVIill explores residence plans after graduation. The b_glk of the students seem to fe®l that r

A *they will remain in Alaska. s ; o .

P - ' 4 . ) M ﬁ

ﬁ;( B TABLE XXVIII . = v

LIVING PLANS AFTER GRADUATION .

: Alaska Methodist University §heldon Jackson College . ]

i : Fulltime Parttime Total Fulltime Parttime Total -
: > % % % V% % . % :
ALASKA . " 75.1 79 - ., 830 .i 625 12.5‘ . 75.0 o
i, UNDECIDED . 15.3 .6 15.9 125 0- . 12.5 ) i
. OUT-OF-STATE 11 ©- 11 8 o 0-, 0 B
NO REPLY -0- -0- -0- 125 Q- 125. - .
. TOTAL 91.5% 8.5°/:: 100.0% 87.5% 12.5% 100.0% .

¢ NUMBER 162 15 177 21 3, 24

- . -
’ .

The question of the extent to which the Tuition Grant Program influenced their ghoiéé%ﬂc}qllegeﬁs was
explored and repo‘rtedvin Table XXIX. Somewhat slightly more than one-haif indica'ted“ﬁ?a(fit had a
.great deal of influence. ) ) o .
L g . , " . P 3

e

TABLE XXIX .

s . e .
, TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE TUITION GRANT PROGRAy
INFLUENCE YOUR CHOICE OF COLLEGE? -
Alaska Methodist University §heldon Jackson College
Full-time Pprt-time Total Full-time Part-time Total
% . % % % % %
- o X ., “~ T
A GREAT DEAL ) 57.1 34 - 60.5 . 500" -0- 50.0
SOMEWHAT . 14.7 1:7 1§.4 20.8 4.2 25.0 .
NOT AT ALL 15.2 /93.4 - 18.6 16.7 . 8.3 . 250 -
_NO RﬁPLY . 45 . - 4.5 0- 0- -0-
. . . * ’
TOTAL ‘ 91.5% 8.5% 100.0%  87.5%  12.5% 100.0%
NUMBER 162 15 i77 21 -°3 24 -
s A}
27 .
(-
23 o -




; " The: questnon of the extent 1o which the students were sabisfied or dlssatlsfled with the Tultlon Grant
P!ognm wias reported in Table XXX, There was no one in either school who was “much dissatisfied" .
i and only 1.1% from AMU and 4.2% from SJc who were “somewhat dissatisfied" (due to small.sample X
. size of SJ.C. this is only one [1] student). So while | would like thi$ year to raise the percent in the top
. category, } cannot help but feel that the overall ratmg was quite satlsfactory for the firstyear of the 7 ‘
- Tuition Gtant Program. o ot 9
; 1 ‘ . ? ':_;
: TABLE XXX A
{ . k ARE YOUGENERALLY SATISFIED OR DISSATISFlED D . h G'
5. WITH Tﬂ; TUITION GRANT PROGRAM?” 0, .
T Alaska Méthodist University '-‘SInldonJuduonCollqo 4
¢ . Fulltime  Parttime . Total - Fulktime - Parttime . Total 0
% - %. - 9% % - % %, A
L COMPLETELY SATISFIED 682 74° 668 457 12,8 ‘82 - B
" WELLSATISFIED 271 1.4 282 292 0 < 20.2 =
" HALEAND HALF , 40 o 40 42 ° Q- 42
WEWHATDlSSATISFIED 1.1 0 1.1 - 42 Q- 42 ;
MUCH DISSATISFIED ) 0 0 -0- . 0 0-
NO REPJ.Y 11 0 1.1 4,2 0 4.2 1
- TOTAL o ons% -8.6% 100.0% 87.5% 12.5% 100.0%
" 'MI'MBER 162 15 177 2 3. 2
Table XXXI puts side by side, the satisfaction ratmgs for the Tuition Grant and Student Le_u
Programs for 1972-73. The variations are not large -no..;h to have statistical significance but they do * '
show all jin the 90% range when the top three categories- .are matched in the cumulative percont
. columns. i
! TABLEXXXI .
COMPARISON OF GENERAL SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTYON
- OF THE STUDENTS IN THE TUITION GRANT AND S'I' UDENT I.OAN PROGRAMS 3
. GRANTS I.OANS .
, AMU SJC OUTSIDE INSIDE
fo Cum, . Cum. . Cum, Cum.
t % % %, % % % % 0%
VERYWELL SA‘IlSFIEb 65668 . 686. _ 682 58.2 ns ne 8.1 68.1
WELL SATISFIED i 882 938 292 87.4 237 9586 4.9 93.0
HALF AND HALF 40 87,8 42 01.6 1.6 071 5.7 08.7
-5 MUCH DISSATISFIED 1 e 42 ' 958 7 978 ° 4 999
. VERYMUCH DISSATISFIED  ©- ,ep.o *5 98 2 080 o
NOHBPLY 1.1 0 ‘a 42 1000 20 1000 o 1000
Appondlx D summarizes the commont{ on tho questionnaires for the tuitlon grant respondents. 2
} L 24 £d |
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- APPENDIX A

o " MAJOR FIELDS OF STUDY

. ~z
LOAN PROGRAM

- . Art .

" Behavioral-Science (Psy., Soc.; etc.)
" -Business (Econ., Management, etc.)

- Ecalogy (fish, forest; etc.)
~Education -

-Enginsér (civil, architecture, etc.)

. Healing Aits
.Hoime Ecoriomics (foods, nutrition, etc.)
Humariities (Liberal Arts, Soc. Science,)
Law bt
Performing Arts

. Pre-healing Arts -
Pre-Law

Science and Math .
© Misc., collegiaté
" Misc., voc-tech '
" Interim '

No reply &‘\ .

TOTAL
Number

' iEnglish {Journalism, communications, etc.) 7

In-State . Out-of-Stats

%

0-
114.
17.5

144

17.0
1.3
5.7

'31
48

100.0%

229

%.

1.1
7.8
14.4
1.6
11.4
8.0
2.4
5.5
1.8
9.1

‘ 6.7
29
3.8
1.6
7.8
2.7
“4.9
29
3.6

100.0%
451

&ﬁ

~ g _ . .
——.

\ ol
GRANT PROGRAM -
Auu sf/f PR

34 0- E
14.1 -0-
9.0 20.8 :
O 8.3
17.0 83 - ’i
-0- 42 / i
28 -0-
23.8 ~-

-0 -0-

11.3 125

-0- -0-

1.7 | -0-

-0- -0-

© -0-

9.0 16.7

11 4.2

0- 20.8

3.4 . -0

34. 4.2
100.0%  100.0%

177 24




S . APPENDIX B

EXPLAIN HOW LATE CHECKS AFFECTED YOU-

a . ! .
- 2

TYPES OF COMMENTS . . No. OUT-OF—STATE )
. Veéry timely v;ith check; No truble; Don't think service .

- could be better; How could help of -any kind be

halrdship. )

Had to take 6ut emergency loan; Had to borrow money
__ to live on; Borrowed from parents; Emergency loan
based on verified State Ioan ;

Had to pay a Iate fee; Had to pay interest on amount

L due; I am suspicious of ‘the school that they may have
£ - waylald it forrmg me to pay thelr us urious mterest

-. College -put me .on- deferred payment; Had to petmon

- for extensnon -of ‘payment; Convinced them check was
commg. ‘Accepted documentatlon that check was
commg.

Had to spend savmgs Had earnings that tided me over;
Only necessary to rejuggle finances; Used up reserve
funds; Used money planned for second semester

Some 4rouble getting through reglstratlon.\ Slight
inconvenience at registration; Made registration
complicated; -Couidn't -register tili 1 made financial
arrangements; Not officially student till it arrived.

Ate a lot of beans; Grocery money needed; Rent due,
" landlord jumpy; Had to pay for books “Could not get
meal ticket. L

’ ]
College lost check for awhile; Much of problem was '
college fumbling: ’ '

Due to computer; Helped to know it was the computer.

| Jisted.wrong date; Changed school at last minute; |
_didn't send forms back promptly; Applied late; Fees
raised and underestimated.
Embarrassed by inability to pay; Got tired of
apologizing. :

Nervous strain; Worrying; A little worry. /




APPENDIX C

<

COMMENTS ON STUDENT LOAN ?ROGR?M
,ﬁ" Yo . "#;‘

COMMENTS T ' . No.OUT-OF-STATE  ‘No. IN-STATE
. : - ™) 4 s 0 " .

Correct delivery date - deliver on time l ‘

L Late Checks a prob’lem -.mail earlier  * . .29

I

Admlnustered well . keep up excellent program
Feel lucky these funds are avallable

answered
Loan less than requested - wanted larger amount
Loan does not cover enough items .
Maxumum ioan ‘hardship to thdse wanting to accele@te
Alldw more for marrled students
Agalnsf cuttlng_ off forgiveness
{10 forgiveness, then no interest -

Without proérarn could not afford college _
Great foresight on part of state

Notification of awards should be earlier \
Always a sweat waiting for the legislature to appropriate

L




. : APPENDIX D

> COMMENTS ON TUITION GRANT PROGRAM { ! . -
<, COMMENTS = No.AMU ' No. SJC ’
Very lucky to get such benefits . _ o .
Big help for so'many . [ : .
Could not have attended without it - ., :

Alldws students to obtain an education
Many friends have retumed to college because of
~'program - - % 69 ., - 13

N

Allows freedom of choice in college attended s oo
Program muist. be continued : . : . |
: Money-into private college well worth it ’ ) '
s Can stay i in-Alaska and have choice of college . . ' :
Enables all to have,higher education o 40 5 . ;

Grant should cover more of expenses \
Stilla big amount for student’s share 4 . 1

‘Need summer srhoo! grant money

Help with summer school so can finish college faster 5 .0
. b . M ‘ .
Pr_og'ram handled well’ . , :
Not a complicated system ) .
Paper work simple , :
Well implemented, avoids red tape . - -9 _ . 2 . |
Requires student to pay enough so that he appreciates . g
cost of an education 5 0. .
- t b . . . Z ' 4
o /
L . \ ' \ - r (
%
4 4
28 2 . Lo
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